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Rethinking  business  through  reengineering  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  to  meet  contemporary 
demands of quality, service, flexibility, and low cost, processes must be kept simple. Examples of simplifying 
processes are combining several jobs into one, letting workers make decisions, performing the steps in a process 
in a natural order, and performing work where it makes the most sense. The net result is that work may be 
shifted across functional boundaries several times to expedite its accomplishment. Traditional inspection and 
control procedures are often eliminated or deferred until the process is complete, providing further cost savings. 
The authors, focusing their research on enterprises from Oltenia Region, demonstrate how reengineering 
can  be  carried  out  in  a  variety  of  corporate  settings.  But  although  workers  are  the  ones  who  need  to  be 
empowered to carry out reengineering, the authors are adamant that the process must start at the top. This is 
because it involves making major changes that are likely to cut across traditional organizational boundaries. 
Those empowered to make the changes at lower levels must know they have the support of top management, or 
change won’t occur. 
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1. Introduction. Regional irregularities towards 2010  
The  fundamental  objective  of  the  policies  of  regional  development  is  the  reduction  of  territorial 
disparities, the achievement of a balance between the levels of economical and social development of different 
areas. 
An  objective  of  the  regional  policy  which  characterizes  this  period  is to facilitate  the  structural  and 
sectorial adjustments, to support the restructuring processes and economic re-launching, to remake and stimulate 
the regional competitive capacity, to support the European integration processes. 
Most  countries,  including  the  ones  with  developed  economies,  face  regional  irregularities,  and,  as  a 
consequence, apply regional development strategies and policies. We must take into consideration the difficulties 
caused by the regional irregularities and the possibilities to solve them cannot be approached without taking into 
consideration the general development level of each region.    
The eight regions present certain particularities as far as their economic structure is concerned, which 
makes certain sectors play a decisive part in their future development. Thus, the economy of the regions in the 
south of the country (South – East, South – Muntenia, South – West Oltenia) is influenced by the evolution of 
the agricultural sector, with important majority of over 15%, which leads to a bad development in the years with 
bad weather conditions. Also, there are regions with important touristic potential (areas in the North – East and 
South – East, etc.), the economic evolutions of these areas being influenced by the usage level of this potential. 
Another peculiarity is represented by the areas where the extraction industry has an important role (Jiu Valley 
basin from the South region – West Oltenia) and where the economy was affected by the restructuring process of 
the mining sector.  
 
2.  Critical analysis regarding  the  present business development  stage in  South-West Oltenia 
Region 
South – West – Oltenia region has an average of the GDP/ total economy of approximately 8%. In this 
region, agriculture plays an important part, with an average of 18%. Also, industry plays an important part in 
the regional economy, supplying approx. 30% of the regional GDP. The main industrial domains in the region 
are:  Non-  iron  manufacture  (aluminium  production),  electrotechnical  industry  (Electroputere  SA  Craiova  – 
locomotives), industry of making agricultural machines and tractors, chemical industry, light industry (textiles 
and footwear), building materials, food industry. Constructions are over the national average (6%), representing 
around 6,5% of the regional GDP. In the services area, with a contribution in the GDP of only 39%, way below   Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences            
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the national average (over 45%), we notice education, health, social work, public administration and defense, 
with a contribution of 12% and real estate with over  9%.  
As a result of some obvious structural misbalances, as well as of the lack of economic performance and 
competitivity, the employed population followed an ongoing decrease up to 2005, when most counties in the 
region increased, except for Gorj county which continues to decrease because of the mining industry which is 
being restructured.   
In 2005 the South- Western region contributed 10,1% to the total employment rate and held 14,0% of 
the total employment rate.   
Agriculture represents one of the main occupation of the inhabitants, the agricultural jobs being 42,1%, 
second place after the North Eastern. Services hold 32% (commercial services 18,9% and social services 13,1%) 
and the industry and construction hold 25,9%.  
For the following period, at the regional level, estimations regarding the GDP show evolutions above the 
national average in the regions with a lower development level (North- East, South, etc) and equal rhythms or 
under the national level in the regions with a greater development degree. 
The annual evolutions of the regional GDP are supported by the increase of the activity in all domains. To 
be noted evolutions in construction, with an average annual rhythm of over 10% in all regions. Also, the services 
sector will support the economic growth of each region, the annual average rhythm during 2007 – 2010 going 
over 6%, but, because of the present capacities, the industry remains the sector where different growth rhythms 
contribute to proximity tendency.  
This evolution of the economic growth at the regional level does not lead to significant changes of the 
regional contribution to the national GDP on an average term, differences being 0,1-0,2 percent points, some 
regions  maintaining its current  level  (South,  South  West  Oltenia, North  –  West).  Thus,  for  the  year  2010, 
Bucharest still remains the most important contributor (21%), the regions South, North- West and Central with 
12 - 12,5% contributions, and the regions Noth East and South East with 11,9% and 11,4% of the total GDP.  
Although up to the year 2010 there are no foreseen structural changes, still two tendencies are to be noted:   
- as a result of the consistent growing rhythms of the regional DP in construction, their average in the regional 
GDP follows a growing tendency, in the year 2010 its values being 7,8% in the Southern region and 10,7% in 
the South West;  
- the services will increase the GDP of every region, going over 40% in all regions, almost 49% in the Nothern 
region and 49.5% in the North Western region. In Bucharest region the GDP level will go over 65% in 2010.   
 
Table 1. Evolution of the main economic and social indicators during 2005 – 2010,  
in the South – Western Oltenia 












































































2005             
Real increase of  GDP  1,5  3,7  0,0  -2,0  3,7  0,2 
GDP /Inhabitant - euro  2999,6  2954,6  3757,2  2686,6  2503,2  3182,8 
Employed population at the end of the yr  1,0  1,1  -2,7  1,7  2,3  2,3 
Average numeber of emplyed people  -0,5  -1,0  -5,4  1,7  0,6  3,5 
Unemployment rate - %  7,4  6,3  9,3  9,5  7,1  6,6 
Average net wages  21,2  20,6  30,6  14,2  21,2  16,7 
2006             
Real increase of  GDP  9,0  9,0  9,2  7,1  9,6  9,1 
GDP /Inhabitant - euro  3730,6  3671,7  4674,2  3292,3  3142,2  3958,9 
Employed population at the end of the yr  0,0  0,4  -1,2  0,1  0,3  0,0 
Average numeber of emplyed people  0,1  -0,5  -1,2  1,1  0,6  1,3 
Unemployment rate - %  6,9  6,0  9,0  8,8  6,8  5,9 
Average net wages  12,3  14,6  12,1  11,2  11,2  11,2 
2007              
Real increase of  GDP  6,4  6,7  5,7  7,4  5,8  6,8 
GDP /Inhabitant - euro  4465,9  4405,4  5534,6  3985,3  3753,2  4747,1 
Employed population at the end of the yr  0,0  0,3  -1,0  0,1  0,2  0,1 
Average numeber of emplyed people  0,5  -0,3  -0,7  1,6  0,8  1,6 
Unemployment rate - %  6,8  5,8  8,8  8,7  6,7  5,8 












































































2008             
Real increase of  GDP  6,0  6,0  5,4  6,3  6,2  6,2 
GDP /Inhabitant - euro  5163,7  5085,9  6362,8  4628,5  4355,2  5501,7 
Employed population at the end of the yr  0,1  0,2  -0,6  0,2  0,3  0,1 
Average numeber of emplyed people  0,5  0,0  -0,4  1,1  1,0  1,0 
Unemployment rate - %  6,7  5,7  8,7  8,6  6,6  5,6 
Average net wages  13,0  13,7  13,1  13,1  12,6  12,6 
2009             
Real increase of  GDP  5,9  5,9  5,3  6,2  6,1  6,0 
GDP /Inhabitant – euro  5823,4  5742,1  7147,8  5248,1  4913,0  6199,9 
Employed population at the end of the yr  0,1  0,3  -0,5  0,1  0,2  0,1 
Average numeber of emplyed people  0,6  0,1  0,0  1,1  1,0  1,3 
Unemplo yment rate - %  6,7  5,7  8,7  8,5  6,5  5,6 
Average net wages  10,1  11,0  9,4  10,2  9,4  10,5 
2010             
Real increase of  GDP  5,8  0,9  5,3  6,1  6,1  5,9 
GDP /Inhabitant - euro  6561,1  6464,3  8019,3  5940,2  5546,0  6994,5 
Employed population at the end of the yr  0,01  0,2  -0,3  0,1  0,1  0,0 
Average numeber of emplyed people  0,6  0,1  0,0  1,0  1,0  1,1 
Unemployment rate - %    6,6  5,6  8,7  8,4  6,4  5,5 
Average net wages  7,9  8,2  7,0  8,0  7,8  8,7 
 
3. The Reengineering – Efficient Solution for Basic Restructuring of Business in Oltenia Region 
Business process reengineering is one approach for redesigning the way work is done to better support the 
organization’s mission and reduce costs. Reengineering starts with a high-level assessment of the organization’s 
mission, strategic goals, and customer needs. 
Basic questions are asked, such as “Does our mission need to be redefined? Are our strategic goals 
aligned  with  our  mission?  Who  are  our  customers?”  An  organization  may  find  that  it  is  operating  on 
questionable  assumptions,  particularly  in  terms  of  the  wants  and  needs  of  its  customers.  Only  after  the 
organization rethinks what it should be doing, does it go on to decide how best to do it. 
Within  the  framework  of  this  basic  assessment  of  mission  and  goals,  reengineering  focuses  on  the 
organization’s  business  processes  –  the  steps and  procedures  that  govern  how  resources  are used  to  create 
products and services that meet the needs of particular customers or markets. As a structured ordering of work 
steps across time and place, a business process can be decomposed into specific activities, measured, modelled, 
and improved. It can also be completely redesigned or eliminated altogether. Reengineering identifies, analyzes, 
and redesigns an organization’s core business processes with the aim of achieving dramatic improvements in 
critical performance measures, such as cost, quality, service, and speed. 
Reengineering  recognizes  that  an  organization’s  business  processes  are  usually  fragmented  into  sub-
processes and tasks that are carried out by several specialized functional areas within the organization. Often, no 
one is responsible for the overall performance of the entire process. Reengineering maintains that optimizing the 
performance of sub-processes can result in some benefits, but cannot yield dramatic improvements if the process 
itself is  fundamentally  inefficient  and  outmoded.  For  that  reason,  reengineering  focuses  on  redesigning  the 
process as a whole in order to achieve the greatest possible benefits to the organization and their customers. This 
drive for realizing dramatic improvements by fundamentally rethinking how the organization’s work should be 
done  distinguishes  reengineering from  process  improvement  efforts  that  focus  on  functional  or incremental 
improvement. 
Enterprises  need  to  define  their  strategic  direction  (where  they  need  to  go  and  what  they  need  to 
accomplish) before expending time and resources on improving how they do their work. Only then can an 
enterprise be in a position to assess whether its activities, business processes, and resources are properly aligned 
to support its mission and achieve desired outcomes. 
As will be emphasized in this paper, reengineering is not a panacea. There are occasions when functional 
or incremental improvements are  the  method  of  choice,  as  when  a process is  basically  sound  or  when  the 
organization is not prepared to undergo dramatic change.  
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Figure 1. The Reengineering and his changes 
Sources: www.prosci.com 
 
Because so many issues are interconnected in reengineering (see Figure1), initiators need to scope their 
assessments broadly and take a holistic view of the effort. For example, an enterprise that is in the midst of 
designing a new process should have previously laid a solid foundation for change by clarifying its mission, 
identifying customer and stakeholder needs, assessing performance problems, setting new performance goals, 
and determining that reengineering is an appropriate approach to take. Even implementation issues need to be 
considered in the early stages of the project, so that executives can begin preparing the enterprise for changes in 
goals, values, and responsibilities. 
Furthermore, although the main key reengineering issues in this paper are presented in a sequence, many 
of them include activities that should be occurring throughout the reengineering effort. For example, strong 
executive leadership in leading the effort and managing change (issue 3) should be a constant force from start to 
finish. Without it, even the best process design may fail to be accepted and implemented. Similarly, the business 
case for reengineering (issues 3 and 6) should be a dynamic document that is periodically updated to reflect 
changes in costs, benefits, risks, customer needs, agency priorities, and other key factors. 
 
4. Reengineering Framework. The main key reengineering issues 
Enterprises  from  Oltenia  Region  are  being  challenged  to  reduce  the  costs  while  improving  their 
performance. As noted by McCaffery and Jones (2004) in Budgeting and financial management for national 
defense,  achieving  major  levels  of  cost  savings  and  performance  improvement  nearly  always  requires  that 
enterprises redesign the business processes they use to accomplish their work. Many of the largest enterprises 
from Oltenia Region find themselves encumbered with structures and processes rooted in the past, aimed at the 
demands of earlier times, and designed before modern information and communications technology came into 
being. These enterprises are poorly positioned to fulfill their mission and meet their strategic goals. 
Reengineering  starts  with  a  high-level  assessment  of  the  organization’s  mission, strategic  goals,  and 
customer needs. Basic questions are asked, such as “Does our mission need to be redefined? Are our strategic 
goals aligned with our mission? Who are our customers?” An organization may find that it is operating on 
questionable  assumptions,  particularly  in  terms  of  the  wants  and  needs  of  its  customers.  Only  after  the 
organization rethinks what it should be doing, does it go on to decide how best to do it. 
In the following figure we try to synthesize the typically elements emphasized in process redesign and 
reengineering  methodologies.  The  assessment  questions  deal  with  issues  and  activities  that  reengineering 
practitioners  have  found  to  be  critical  in  defining  reengineering  opportunities  and  goals,  ensuring  that 
reengineering  projects  are  well  managed,  maximizing  the  return  on  resources  invested  in  reengineering 
(including  information  systems),  and  managing the  many  changes  needed  to implement  a  redesigned  work 
process. 
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Figure 2. A framework for reengineering enterprises 
 
To develop this framework, we reviewing the growing body of literature and methodologies on process 
redesign [Arun, (2001); Becker, Kugeler, Rosemann, (2003); Davis (2005); Raijers, (2005)] and reengineering 
[Harrel, Walker, Powers, (2003), Waltson, Burns, Kimberly (2000)] that have been published by consulting 
firms [Rockford Consulting, Prosci Learning Center], and individual researchers and practitioners.  
Under each of the six issues, we list several key activities that the enterprise typically should do to 
develop the information, manage the risks, and make the decisions needed at that point. For each phase, we 
provide  a  short  discussion  highlighting  its  significance.  Because  reengineering  is  very  situational,  all  these 






































































































  Reassess the enterprises mission and priorities 
Identify the impact of changing mission, demographic shifts, 
budget cuts, and downsizing 
 
Define and map the business processes that are key to meeting stakeholder needs 
 
Reassess how well the enterprise products align with the needs of its customers 
ISSUE 2 
 





































Decide whether any of the processes needing improvement 
should be reengineered 
Develop  and  communicate  a  compelling  business  case  for  initiating 
reengineering 
 
Integrate the reengineering project into the enterprise's overall strategy 
for improving mission performance. 
 
Assess  the  agency's  readiness  to  engage  in  a  reengineering 
project 
Develop and begin implementing a change management plan 
Establish an executive steering committee to support the reengineering 
project 
 
Select and follow a reengineering methodology to guide the project 
 
















Conduct  pilot  tests  of  the  new  process  prior  to  full 
implementation 
 


















Prepare and follow a change management strategy 























Measure the performance of the new process 
Use  performance  measurement  as  a  feedback  loop  for  continuously 
improving the new process 
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Pursue Reengineering focuses on strategic and general management issues that need to be resolved before 
an enterprise embarks on a reengineering project. New Process’ Development picks up at the point where the 
enterprise has decided to begin a reengineering project. The assessment issues focus on the management of the 
reengineering team, the team’s process redesign activities, and the business case it develops to support a decision 
to begin implementing the  new design.  Implementation  Reengineering deals with the problems involved in 
piloting and deploying a new business process. Both the human and technical issues surrounding implementation 
are touched on, along with the need to evaluate the performance and results of the new process. 
The key issues and activities identified by us to be necessary for success in performing reengineering are 
commonly  accepted  by  most  experts.  In addition,  optional  activities  proposed  by  a  variety  of management 
consulting  firms  who  have  had  success  assisting  their  clients  also  included.  These  issues,  activities  and 
assessments  are  identified  to  help  organizations  from  Oltenia  region  to  decide  how  they  should  perform 
reengineering.  
 
In our opinion, the Reengineering Recommendations for organizations from Oltenia Region are: 
• BPR must be accompanied by strategic planning, which must address leveraging IT as a competitive 
tool; 
• Place the customer at the center of the reengineering effort – concentrate on reengineering fragmented 
processes that lead to delays or other negative impacts on customer service; 
• BPR must be “owned” throughout the organization, not driven by a group of outside consultants; 
• Case teams must be comprised of both managers as well as those will actually do the work; 
• The IT group should be an integral part of the reengineering team from the start; 
• BPR must be sponsored by top executives, who are not about to leave or retire; 
• BPR projects must have a timetable, ideally between three to six months, so that the organization is not 
in a state of “limbo”; 
• BPR must not ignore corporate culture and must emphasize constant communication and feedback. 
 
5. The most commom business reengineering success and failure factors 
According to Hammer, there a number of common pitfalls that company’s fall into while reengineering 
key business processes. These include 
￿ Trying to fix a process instead of changing it. 
￿ Ignoring everything except process redesign. Sometimes reengineering teams fail to address needed 
changes in job designs, management systems and organizational structures that are required for a successful 
outcome. 
￿ Neglecting people’s values, beliefs and the corporate culture. 
￿ Placing prior constraints on the definition of the problem and the scope of the reengineering 
effort. An example might be defining the problem in the context of the way the company is doing business 
today, not the way it will need to do business in the future. Reengineering is not simply about making a process 
faster or more efficient, though ROI (Return on Investment), ROA (Profit/Assets) and ROM (Management)are 
important measures of success. 
￿ Trying to make reengineering happen from the bottom up. 
￿ Concentrating exclusively on design, to the exclusion of actual implementation through pilot or 
full blown projects. 
BPR is not just for large corporations. Personally, I have worked with a number of small to mid size local 
companies that failed to anticipate change brought about by economic downturn, deregulation and stringent 
customer quality expectations. One of our goals is to help prospective clients reengineer key business processes 
in order to thrive in a changing environment. Another goal is to help our clients leverage and expand their 
information technology to address their reengineering needs. 
In 1996 Davenport published an article entitled Why Reengineering Failed: The Fad that Forgot People 
in which he reports: To most business people in the United States, reengineering has become a word that stands 
for restructuring, lay-offs, and too often, failed change programs…..companies that embraced [reengineering] as 
the silver bullet are now looking for ways to re-build the organization’s torn fabric [Davenport, (1996)]. 
Also in 1998 it was reported that only around 30% of BPR projects were regarded as a success [Galliers, 
(1998)].  BPR  was  not  reaching  its  potential  and  there  are  various  reasons  for  its  limited  success.  Some 
explanations of such high rates of failure for BPR projects have been discussed in BPR literature. For example, 
employees’ resistance to change as they consider BPR as threats to their jobs. In addition, BPR approaches lack 
detailed guidance and support for the actual implementation of reengineering. Many publications describe the 
situation before and after BPR but do not discuss the path to reach the final situation. Some experts explain that 
one reaction to this failure was to retain faith in IT as a dominant support and just adapt business activities to IT. 
Finally, just as companies allow themselves to decline and get locked into old assumptions and habits, so 
do  individuals  and  entire  societies.  And  like  companies,  it  all  to  often  takes  a  major  crisis  to  shatter  old   65 
assumptions and begin anew. Being a relatively new topic, research into BPR failures has only just began. Table 
1, summarises the research that has been identified.  
 
Table 2. Reasons for BPR failure 
Source & (Background)  Failure Rate  Reasons 




Culture: „failure to anticipate the power of biases and 
assumptions”  (p.  28). 
Also opposites of success criteria: focus, methodology, 
time, participation, leadership (p. 16 – 18) 
Bashein et al. (1994) 
(unknown)  - “Reengineering is a high risk, high reward endeavour” 
Belmonte and Murray (1993) 
(quoting unknown change management 
consultants) 
80% 
Change Management failure 
Best and Forman (1992) 
(unknown)  - IT:  “fragmented,  inflexible  application  software 
infrastructures” 
Greene (1993) 
(Academic)  > 50% 
Led by IT people; Scale: “new civilization, with a new 
culture,  new  values,  and  new  ways  of  working;... 
change  at  that  fundamental  level  will  have  deep 
repercussions. “ (p. 47) 
Hammer and Champy (1993) 
(Management Consultants)  50-70% 
19  reasons: 
Focus  8;  people  5  (incl.  values  and  beliefs); 
Management / methodology 4; Other 2 
Johansson et al. (1993)  - 
Lack of: Leadership, Developing teamwork, Managing 
the transition, Individuals “linked by common values 
and highly motivated” (Chap. 8 and p. 202). 
Liddle, L. acting director of US Patent 
and Trademark Office Business 
Reengineering Team (in Taylor, 1994) 
(User) 
- 
“But, it is so big and affects so many areas, virtually no 
aspect of the organization is untouched. ... People feel 
threatened ... reengineering is really, really hard,” 
Martin (ed.) (1994) 
(Management Consultants) 





None  given,  but  concern  expressed  over  ability  of 
organisation  to  transform  (e.g.  “new  roles, 
responsibility, and technology”, p20) 
Moad (1993) 
(unknown)  often “faltering support from upper management sponsors” 
Stoddard and Jarvenpaa (in Anon, 1994)  
(Harvard academics)  
(35 case studies) 
often 
Lack of: “managers must be united ... willing to invest 
considerable  corporate  resources”;  And  “[In]  Europe 
belief in social rights [and] residual nationalism” (p. 
82) 
Willcocks and Smith (1994)  
(Academics ex Mgt. Consultant) -  
(4 case studies) 
- 
Failure  to  manage  the  politics  and  power. 
Also  BPR  is  “multi-disciplinary,  cross  functional 
ambitious .... complex implementation issues” (p. 25) 
 
There is a wide discrepancy in the failure rate, from as low as 10% to as high as 80%, though many are in 
excess  of  half.  Whilst  the  key  reasons  appear  to  be  the  scale  of  the  changes  and  the  inadequate  change 
management,  quite often the people aspects are  mentioned, including culture (or its  attributes). Of  the two 
academic studies, Willcocks & Smith’s study interestingly highlights the political and power dimension. This 
was also mentioned by a number of other academic papers and books on organisational change [Pfeffer (1993, p. 
201 – 206), Schein (1985, p. 66, 72 – 74), Andrews and Stalick (1994, p. 7)] although more in the context of 
power being a key dimension as opposed to being a culture type.  
Following the publication of the fundamental concepts of BPR by Hammer (1990) and Davenport and 
Short (1990), many organizations have reported dramatic benefits gained from the successful implementation of 
BPR.  Companies  like  Ford  Motor  Co.,  CIGNA,  and  Wal-Mart  are  all  recognized  as  having  successfully 
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However, despite the significant growth of the BPR concept, not all organizations embarking on BPR 
projects achieve their intended result. Hammer and Champy (1993) estimate that as many as 70 percent do not 
achieve the dramatic results they desire. Having BPR repeatedly at the top of the list of management issues in 
annual surveys of critical information systems shows executives’ failure to either implement properly or acquire 
the  benefits  of  BPR.  These  results  make  the  issue  of  BPR  implementation  very  important.  BPR  has  great 
potential  for  increasing  productivity  through  reduced  process  time  and  cost,  improved  quality,  and  greater 
customer satisfaction, but it often requires a fundamental organizational change. As a result, the implementation 
process  is  complex,  and  needs  to  be  checked  against  several  success/failure  factors  to  ensure  successful 
implementation, as well as to avoid implementation pitfalls. 
There are both soft and hard factors that cause success and failure of BPR efforts. The factors listed below 
are based on various articles and empirical research on BPR implementation. These dimensions are: 
• change management; 
• management competency and support; 
• organizational structure; 
• project planning and management; 
• IT infrastructure. 
Factors relating to change management systems and culture 
Factors  relating  to  change  management  systems  and  culture  are  important  to  the  success  of  BPR 
initiatives. Change management, which involves all human- and socialrelated changes needed by management to 
facilitate the acceptance of newly designed processes and structures into working practice and to deal effectively 
with resistance, is considered by many researchers to be a crucial component of any BPR effort. 
Effective  communication  is  considered  a  major  key  to  successful  BPR-related  change  efforts. 
Communication is needed throughout the change process at all levels and for all audiences, even with those not 
involved directly in the reengineering project. Effective communication between stakeholders inside and outside 
the  organization  is  necessary  to  market  a  BPR  program  and  to  ensure  patience  and  understanding  of  the 
structural and cultural changes needed as well as the organization’s competitive position. Communication should 
be  open, honest, and clear, especially when  discussing  sensitive issues related to change such as personnel 
reductions.  
As BPR results in decisions being pushed down to lower levels, empowerment of both individuals and 
teams becomes a critical factor for successful BPR efforts. Since it establishes a culture in which staff at all 
levels feel more responsible and accountable and it promotes self-management and a collaborative teamwork 
culture.  Empowerment  means  that  staff  is  given  the  chance  to  participate  in  redesign  processes.  When 
empowered, employees are able set their goals and monitor their own performance as well as identify and solve 
problems that affect their work thereby supporting the BPR efforts. 
In reengineering, there is the human involvement element in which all people must be openly and actively 
involved and should be consulted at all stages of the process and its leaders. This includes line managers, process 
owners and those involved in IS and human resources. The idea of experimentation is an essential part of a 
successfully reengineered organization and, therefore, people involved or affected by BPR must be prepared to 
endure errors and mistakes while reengineering is taking place.  
Factors for Management Competency 
Sound management processes ensure that BPR efforts will be implemented in the most effective manner. 
The most noticeable managerial practices that directly influence the success of BPR implementation are top 
management  support  and  commitment,  championship  and  sponsorship,  and  effective  management  of  risks. 
Commitment and leadership in the upper echelons of management are often cited as the most important factors 
of a successful BPR project. Leadership has to be effective and creative in thinking and understanding [Hammer 
and Champy, (1993)] in order to provide a clear vision of the future. This vision must be clearly communicated 
to a wide range of employees who then become involved and motivated rather than directly guided. 
Commitment  to  and  support  for  the  change  must  constantly  be  reinforced  from  senior  management 
throughout a BPR project. Sufficient authority and knowledge, and proper communication with all parts in the 
change process, are important in dealing with organizational resistance during BPR implementation [Hammer 
and Champy, (1993)].  
Barriers such as political, economic, and organizational risks are all associated with BPR-related change. 
And champions of the change play a major role in overcoming these barriers and increasing the chance of 
successful BPR implementation. The champions must be able to persuade top management of the need to change 
and to continually push the change efforts throughout the organization. 
BPR implementation involves radical change to several systems in the organization. Risks associated with 
acceptance of changes in the organizational structure, deploying emerging technologies with little familiarity, 
large investment in new resources needed for the new processes, loss of personnel, and loss of earnings [Towers, 
(1994);  Clemons,  (1995)]  are  some  examples  of  the  many  risks  that  an  organization  may  take  when 
implementing BPR. Therefore, continuous risk assessment is needed throughout the implementation process to   67 
deal with any risk at its initial stage and to ensure the success of the reengineering efforts. Anticipating and 
planning for risk handling is important for dealing effectively with any risk when it first occurs. 
Factors relating to Organizational Structure 
As BPR creates new processes that define jobs and responsibilities across the existing organizational 
functions [Davenport and Short, (1990)], there is a clear need to create a new organizational structure which 
determines how BPR teams are going to look, how human resources are integrated, and how the new jobs and 
responsibilities  are  going  to  be  formulated.  An  adequate  job  integration  of  organizational  human  resources 
infrastructure is important to a BPR project’s success. When individuals within a process perform a series of 
tasks efficiently, product quality, processing time, and cost are all going to improve. However, the move to 
integrate human resources necessitates a careful consideration of all related organizational changes. Effective 
BPR cross-functional teams are a critical component of successful BPR implementation. 
Team members should be experienced in variety of techniques. Teams should be made up of people from 
both inside and outside the organization [Hammer and Champy, (1993)]. The determinants of an effective BPR 
team are as follows: competency of team members, their credibility within the organization and their creativity, 
team  empowerment,  motivation, effective  team  leadership, proper  organization  of  the  team,  complementary 
skills among team members and adequate size. As BPR results in a major structural change in the form of new 
jobs  and  responsibilities,  it  becomes  necessary  for  successful  implementation  to  have  formal  and  clear 
descriptions of all jobs and responsibilities that the new designed processes bring along with them. 
Factors related to BPR Project Management 
Successful BPR implementation is highly dependent on an effective BPR Program management, which 
includes  strategic  alignment,  effective  planning  and  project  management  techniques,  identification  of 
performance, adequate resources, effective use of consultants, building a process vision integrating BPR with 
other improvement techniques. Proper planning for the BPR project with an adequate time frame are key factors 
in delivering a successful BPR project on time. Effective use of project management techniques and managing 
people-related issues have also a crucial role in smoothing the flow of the process redesign stages. Measurement 
of project progress should also be maintained continually throughout a BPR project. 
Factors related to IT infrastructure 
Building an effective IT infrastructure is a vital factor in successful BPR implementation. An adequate 
understanding  of  technologies  for  redesigning  business  processes  is  necessary  for  proper  selection  of  IT 
platforms.  Effective  overall  system  architecture,  flexible  IT  infrastructure  and  proper  installation  of  IT 
components all contribute to building an effective IT infrastructure for business processes. The IT infrastructure 
and  BPR  are  interdependent  in  the  sense  that  deciding  the  information  requirements  for  the  new  business 
processes determines the IT infrastructure. In addition, recognition of IT capabilities provides alternatives for 
BPR. Building a responsive IT infrastructure is highly dependent on an appropriate determination of business 
process information needs . This, in turn, is determined by the types of activities within a business process, and 
the sequencing and reliance on other organizational processes. 
An effective IT infrastructure follows a top-down approach, beginning with business strategy and IS 
strategy  and  passing  through  designs  of  data, systems and  computer  architecture.  Linkages  between  the  IT 
infrastructure  components  are  important  for  ensuring  integrity  and  consistency  among  the  IT  infrastructure 
components. IT standards also have a major role in reconciling various infrastructure components to provide 
shared IT services that are of a certain degree of effectiveness to support business process applications. The IT 
infrastructure shared services and the human IT infrastructure components, in terms of their responsibilities and 
their expertise, are both vital to the process of the IT infrastructure composition. 
 
6. Selecting an IT Application 
One main objective of BPR is to use IT to support radical change. Some authors view IT as the central 
implementation vehicle of BPR. However BPR has not really worked as its proponents expected. Davenport and 
Short (1990) attribute this problem to a lack of understanding of the deeper issues of IT. They claim that IT has 
traditionally been used to increase the speed of work but not to transform it and BPR is about using IT to do 
things differently. Therefore, IT plays an important role in BPR. Properly implementing IT can improve the 
competitive position of organizations. But inappropriately implementing IT may create barriers to responding to 
the rapidly changing business environment. Further, simply picking IT packages cannot achieve successful BPR 
if  it  is  simply  used  to  speed  up  the  process  rather  than  reengineer  it.  As  Davenport  (1993)  contends:  ... 
information and IT are rarely sufficient to bring about the process change; most process innovations are enabled 
by a combination of IT, information and organizational/human resource changes. 
IT can continuously reflect and reinforce bureaucratic and functional structures or IT can help to create a 
leaner,  flatter  and  more  responsive  organization.  For  example,  IT  tools  that  are  designed  for  functional 
hierarchies are primarily designed to support incremental improvements and cannot achieve the radical change in 
BPR projects.  
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Figure 3. BPR Strategies [Light, (2000)] 
 
While information systems provide fast processing and response, they often fail to provide the flexibility 
for human communication, which can lead to serious consequences. This means IT may sometimes have a 
negative impact by merely automating the existing processes. However, it could also have a positive impact if it 
is deployed correctly in conjunction with the organization’s goals. IT is the enabler to reengineer processes and 
is an important driving force for business transformation. 
 
7. Relationship between IS and Organizations 
There are many techniques for systems analysis and modeling, operations research, information systems 
(IS),  and  human  resource  management  to  name  a  few.  However,  system  development  techniques  play  an 
important role in BPR that helps make sense of the current systems. In addition, analyzing the potential benefits 
of the redesigned systems can help identify those information systems that will function as the greatest supporter 
for  the  radically  redesigned  processes.  Information  systems  are  widely  used  in  business  and  identify  those 
systems inserted into organizations to support data processing and the decision making process. In general, 
information systems are regarded as a kind of structure, which reflects the activities of the organization, and 
software system is a part of it. From this viewpoint, information systems represent abstractions of social systems. 
The following figure represents the relationship between the world and a software system, with the software 
system becoming an abstraction of the world. The following figure links the world and software. 
For BPR, it is likely that providing IT to support a process may change the process itself, which leads to 
additional degrees of support. Therefore, if IT is accepted in organizations then a change to the organizational 
environment will be necessary. This suggests that the process of reengineering is dynamic and will inevitably 
lead  to  further  iterations  in  which  the  reengineered  processes  need  to  be  reevaluated  and  redesigned.  The 
conclusion is that business reengineering and software development cannot be independent of each other. The 
redesign of business processes will decide the requirements of a software system, whereas the introduction of 
software systems will inevitably affect the way the business is currently running. The development of software 
systems and the process of BPR are considered interdependent. The evolution of software systems should be 
based  on  two  facts:  first,  the  organizational  software  should  be  dynamic,  and  second,  the  outcome  of  the 
software system operation is somewhat unpredictable. That is, a software system cannot move from steady state 
to steady state. It must constantly evolve to meet new goals, and to facilitate the development of organizational 
processes.  
It is obvious that the introduction of software systems will change people’s perceptions as well as their 
behavior and, when such systems are implemented in a networked structure, this has far-reaching impact on the 
behavior of organizations.  
People’s perceptions of organizations and the relationships between IT and organizations may be different 
depending on which model is used. The three dimensions of an organization include machines, organisms and 
processes. Each represents three waves of organization theory. The first wave, to perceive an organization as a 
machine, suggests that IT can be seen as a controllable resource, which is not part of the organization and is used 
to achieve specific objectives. The introduction of IT does not affect the organizational structure but does affect   69 
the relationship between management and workers. The second wave, regards IT as more integrated and less 
controllable. IT is an element of an organization that has the potential to be an unpredictable resource. 
Typically,  the  workers  have  more  ownership  of  the  technology  than  management.  The  third  wave 
perceives an organization as a process and IT as a behavioral phenomenon.   
Conventional system development methods consider an organization as a machine, whose behavior is 
merely  determined  by  the  behavior  of  individuals  within  the  organization.  Systems  development  tends  to 
concentrate only on the physical parts of IT because it is hard to cope with the abstract things such as the 
perception and the interaction of human beings. Unfortunately, these methods are not great for the analysis of 
BPR because they only reflect the situations before and after the implementation of the systems, but do not 
emphasize the change of people’s behavior once affected by IT.  
There is also a similar problem appearing in BPR, because it is common that many BPR methodologies 
try to reduce the dynamic levels of business processes to predictable management techniques. Methodologies 
focusing on static definitions of data, role and processes to reflect organizational structures tend to remain less 
flexible for long periods. 
However these static methodologies cannot define dynamic processes because people operate in dynamic 
manner and are prone to error causing a need for flexible systems. From a systems viewpoint, an organization 
has more meaning as a whole than just as a sum of its parts. The characteristics of an organization cannot 
identify  the  components  of  an  organization.  Today  the  greatest  resource  in  organizations  is  the  skill  and 
knowledge of people. Individual knowledge and technology does not only belong to the people, but is also a part 
of the organization. Therefore, the behavior of organizations can be regarded as a pattern of interactions between 
people. After the introduction of software systems into organizations, the behavior can be understood as a pattern 
of interactions between people, between people and software systems, and between the software applications. 
The systems approach analyzes the impact upon organizations.  
For this, the systems approach can be used to analyze the impact of IT upon organizations, because the 
nature of IT can only be assessed in terms of its total impact. An organization is a creation of the perceptions of 
the people involved within it. Any change in the organization will have an impact on people’s perception of the 
organization. When analyzing business processes, we find that people interact with each other within the process 
and are also influenced by that process. How people will react in organizations depends on how they perceive a 
particular action, and their perception is important in the process of interaction. Today IT plays an important role 
in organizations because people use their systems to interact with others and the environment. Therefore any 
changes  in  IT  may  cause  changes  in  organizational  structure.  Harrington  (1991)  suggests  that  systems 
methodology is a successful way to analyze the impact of IT organizations because “it not only reflects the way 
people tend to interact, and therefore capturing the essence of how people organize, it also shows the changes 
that occur as a whole rather than just a part of the organization.” 
 
8. BPR and Information Technology 
There is a relationship between BPR and information technology (IT). Hammer (1990) considers it to be 
the key implementation of BPR. He says the use of IT is to challenge the assumptions inherent in the work 
processes that have existed since before the advent of modern computer and communications technology. He 
argues that at the heart of reengineering is the idea of discontinuous thinking. Discontinuous thinking is a way to 
recognize  and  break  away  from  the  outdated  rules  and  fundamental  assumptions  that  underlie  operations. 
Usually, these rules are based on assumptions about technology, people, and organizational goals that no longer 
exist. Hammer (1990) suggests the following principles of reengineering: 
a. Organize around outcomes, not tasks; 
b. Have those who use the output of the process perform the process; 
c. interleave information processing work into the real work that produces the information; 
d. Treat geographically dispersed resources as though they were centralized; 
e. Link parallel activities instead of integrating their results; 
f. Put the decision point where the work is performed, and build control into the process; 
g. Capture information once and at the source. 
Davenport and Short (1990) argue that BPR requires taking a broader view of both IT and business 
activity, and of the relationships between them. IT should be viewed as more than an automating or mechanizing 
force but rather as a way to fundamentally reshape the way business is done. Many researchers and practitioners 
have increasingly considered factors related to IT infrastructure as a vital component of successful BPR efforts. 
Effective alignment of IT infrastructure and BPR strategy, building an effective IT infrastructure, adequate IT 
infrastructure  investment  decision,  adequate  measurement  of  IT  infrastructure  effectiveness,  proper  IS 
integration,  effective  reengineering  of  legacy  IS,  increasing  IT  function  competency,  and  effective  use  of 
software tools are a few of the most important factors that contribute to the success of BPR projects. This 
alignment of IT infrastructure and BPR strategy are needed to ensure the success of the BPR initiative.   Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences            
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IT  can  best  enhance  an  organization’s  position  by  supporting  a  business-thrust  strategy  [McDonald, 
(1993)]. The business strategy should be clear and detailed. Top management should act as a strategy formulator 
who provides commitment for the whole process of redesign, while the IS manager should be responsible for 
designing and implementing the IS strategy. The strategy describes the role of IT in leveraging changes to 
business processes and infrastructures. IT strategic alignment is approached through the process of integration 
between business strategy and IT strategy, as well as between IT infrastructure and organizational infrastructure. 
The degree of alignment between the BPR strategy and the IT infrastructure strategy is indicated by including 
the identification of information resource needs in the BPR strategy, deriving the IT infrastructure strategy from 
the business strategy, examining the IT infrastructure strategy against the BPR strategy, the active involvement 
of management in the process of IT infrastructure planning and IT managers in business planning, and by the 
degree of synchronization in formulating the two strategies. The following figure shows the multidimensional 
nature of BPR. 
 
 
Figure 4. Multidimensional View of BPR [Light, (2000)] 
 
Business activities should be viewed as more than a collection of individual or even functional tasks. 
They should be viewed as a way to achieve maximum effectiveness. IT and BPR have recursive relationships. IT 
capabilities should support business processes and business processes should be implemented in terms of the 
capabilities IT can provide. Davenport and Short (1990) refer to this broadened, recursive view of IT and BPR as 
the  new  industrial  engineering.  Business  processes  represent  a  powerful  tool  for  reducing  the  costs  of 
coordination [Davenport and Short, (1990)].  
The way related functions participate in a process can be differentiated along two dimensions: degree of 
mediation and degree of collaboration. They define the Degree of Mediation of the process as the extent of 
sequential flow of input and output among participating functions. They define the Degree of Collaboration of 
the process is the extent of information exchange and mutual adjustment among functions when participating in 
the same process. In this framework, information technology is critical in reducing the Degree of Mediation and 
enhancing the Degree of Collaboration. Also, innovative uses of IT would inevitably lead many firms to develop 
new structures, enabling them to coordinate their activities in ways that were not possible before. Such structures 
may raise the organization’s capabilities and responsiveness, leading to potential strategic advantages. 
Although,  BPR  has  its  roots  in  IT  management,  it  is  primarily  a  business  initiative  that  has  broad 
consequences in terms of satisfying the needs of customers and the firm’s other constituents [Davenport and 
Stoddard,  (1994)].  The  IS  group  may  need  to  play  a  behind-the-scenes  advocacy  role,  convincing  senior 
management of the power offered by IT and process redesign. It would also need to incorporate the skills of 
process measurement, analysis, and redesign. 
Davenport and Short (1990) prescribe a five-step approach to BPR:  
Develop  the  Business  Vision  and  Process  Objectives:  BPR  is  driven  by  a  business  vision,  which 
implies specific business objectives such as Cost Reduction, Time Reduction or Output Quality improvement. 
Identify  the  Processes  to be  Redesigned:  Most firms  use  an  approach,  which focuses  on  the  most 
important processes, or those that conflict most with the business vision. A fewer number of firms use the 
exhaustive approach that attempts to identify all the processes within an organization and then prioritize them in 
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Understand and Measure the Existing Processes: Important to avoid the repetition of old mistakes and 
for providing a baseline for future improvements.  
Identify IT Levers: Awareness of IT capabilities can and should influence process design. 
Design and Build a Prototype of the New Process: The actual design should not be viewed as the end 
of the BPR process. In contrast, it should be viewed as a prototype, with successive iterations. The metaphor of 
prototype  aligns  the  BPR  approach  with  quick  delivery  of results,  and the  involvement  and  satisfaction  of 
customers.  
According  to  Malhotra  (1998),  70%  of  the  BPR  projects  fail.  He  states  the  biggest  obstacles  that 
reengineering faces are: 
• Lack of sustained management commitment and leadership; 
• Unrealistic scope and expectations; 
• Resistance to change. 
Based on the BPR consultants’ interviews, Bashein et al. (1994) outline the positive preconditions for 
BPR success as: Senior Management Commitment and Sponsorship; Realistic Expectations; Empowered and 
Collaborative  Workers;  Strategic  Context  of  Growth  and  Expansion;  Shared  Vision;  Sound  Management 
Practices;  Appropriate  People  Participating  Full-Time  and  Sufficient  Budget.  They  also  identify  negative 
preconditions related to BPR as:  The Wrong  Sponsor; A “Do  It to  Me”  Attitude; Cost-Cutting  Focus; and 
Narrow Technical Focus. The negative preconditions relating to the Organization include: Unsound Financial 
Condition; Too Many Projects Under Way; Fear and Lack of Optimism; and, Animosity Toward and By IS and 
HR Specialists. To turn around negative conditions, organizations should: Do Something Smaller First (pilot 
project); Conduct Personal Transformation (change of mindset); and Get IS and HR Involved. 
King (1994) views the primary reason for BPR failure as overemphasis on the tactical aspects and the 
strategic dimensions being compromised. He notes that most failures of reengineering are attributable to the 
process being viewed and applied at a tactical, rather than strategic, levels. He discusses that there are important 
strategic dimensions to BPR, notably, Developing and Prioritizing Objectives; Defining the Process Structure 
and  Assumptions;  Identifying  Trade-Offs  Between  Processes;  Identifying  New  Product  and  Market 
Opportunities;  Coordinating  the  Reengineering  Effort;  and,  Developing  a  Human  Resources  Strategy.  He 
concludes that the ultimate success of BPR depends on the people who do it and on how well they can be 
motivated to be creative and to apply their detailed knowledge to the redesign of business processes [Davenport 
and Stoddard, (1994), Markus et al. (1994)]. 
Over the last few years, the reengineering concept has evolved from a “radical change” to account for the 
contextual realism [Caron et al. (1994), Earl, (1994)], and to reconcile with more incremental process change 
methods such as  Total Quality Management (TQM), towards a  broader,  yet  more comprehensive process 
management concept [Davenport, (1995)]. 
Kettinger and Grover (1995) outline some propositions to guide future questions into the phenomenon of 
BPR.  Their  propositions  center  around  the  concepts  of  knowledge  management,  employee  empowerment, 
adoption of new IT’s, and a shared vision. Earl et al. (1995) have proposed a “process alignment model” that 
consists of four emphases: process, strategy, IS, and change management and control and used it to develop 
more BPR strategies. Malhotra (1998) has developed the key emphasis on these issues based primarily on an 
integrated view of recent literature from organization theory, organization control, strategy, and IS. King (1994) 
believes that although the current interest in BPR may end, process reengineering, in some form or another 
would endure. 
 
9. The Future: BPR and ERP Systems 
According to Light (2000), organizations are continuing to implement business process change projects 
and one of the most important factors of the BPR concept throughout the nineteen nineties has been the wide 
scale adoption of Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) systems. It is important to examine the link between 
these two areas. ERP systems are process oriented and highly integrated standard software systems, which are 
used to automate core corporate activities such as, finance, logistics and human resources. 
The ERP applications market has grown enormously  over the past several years. Interestingly, Light 
(2000) mentions that the key reasons for the adoption of ERP systems are closely tied to those for the evolution 
of BPR – the need to deal with legacy systems in a complex and dynamic business environment. Companies are 
now  looking  to  improve  the  management  of  global  operations  and  employ  innovative  supply  chain  based 
competitive strategies such as the formation of new types of industrial structures. 
However,  many  existing  systems  have  become  so  difficult  and  costly  to  maintain,  inflexible  and 
misaligned with a global business strategy that organizations have taken a clean slate approach towards their IT 
and have implemented ERP systems. Managers of ERP projects have suggested to Light (2000) that ERP is the 
new BPR. The reason for this is because a key aspect of any ERP project is the need for most organizations to 
undertake some form of BPR exercise. ERP systems are process oriented and, due to their highly interconnected 
nature,  require  organizations  that  implement  these  types  of  system  to  adopt  a  process-oriented  philosophy.   Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences Journal of Applied Economic Sciences            
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Therefore, if an organization has not undergone an organization wide reengineering exercise, they will have to 
do so. Even if there are elements of a process orientation within an organization, it is likely that a certain level of 
reengineering will occur. This can have a considerable impact on competitive advantage. 
 
10. Conclusions 
Dramatic changes in the business environment throughout the nineteen eighties forced organizations to 
examine outdated modes of work and develop new focused strategies based on new business models. Many 
business management concepts emerged but BPR has probably been the most influential. BPR emerged as a 
concept geared towards a clean slate, radial approach. However, the original ideas did not take into account the 
situations in organizations where factors such as the evolution of the ways of work, organizational cultures and 
IT infrastructures had become significantly linked with organizations. A variety of methodologies, tools and 
techniques for BPR projects have developed out of implementation failures. As a result, the concept of BPR has 
survived and has been broadened to become more commonly associated with multidimensional process change 
efforts. Reengineering is not just a matter of fundamental and radical improvements in performance, but is also 
an approach to analyzing and transforming the nature of businesses and industries. 
Yet despite the popularity of re-engineering, the indications are that the failure rate for those seeking to 
redesign their business processes is high. This is perhaps to be expected, given the significant improvement in 
performance demanded by such programmes and the relative newness of the concept. A reason for failure may 
be associated with the poor state of some organisations beginning such a programme in the first instance. A 
further reason is perhaps due to the tremendous change which is inevitably required to migrate from a traditional 
functional-based organisation towards one with a process orientation. 
Reengineering is a huge task. In order to reengineer a system with a successful outcome, tools are very 
important, since they assist the reengineers to handle the usually vast amount of data in a large legacy system. 
Tools will help the reengineering process by solving or assisting in solving different problems, and maybe most 
importantly, to save time. 
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